Introduction
Although different countries may be influenced by diverse constitutional traditions, the character of the head of state has always played a dominant role in the political lives of most of the states around the world. From monarchies to republics, from the ancien régime to the post-revolutionary periods, from authoritarian regimes to more democratic systems, kings and presidents have been for years the last redoubt of political power, sovereignty and public order in a large number of countries. In some countries, it is also argued that the moves from a monarchy to a republic (or vice-versa) should depend on a prior identification and definition of which would be the powers of the head of state (Crommelin 2015 (Crommelin : 1118 (Crommelin -1139 . Moreover, in some non-presidential regimes, the role of the head of state is often questioned both by scholars and the public for not being entitled to play a substantial role in the daily political and constitutional practice, though they are asked to act at moments of political crisis. the king -or the ruler -and his kingdom -or the realm -(Albuquerque and Albuquerque 1999: 506), it could be said that with the birth of the state -from the Italian word stato and, before that, the Latin origin status -that distinction started to be more accentuated. The head of state became now a more legally differentiated character from that new reality of what could be considered as the state.
II
In the liberal state, the principle of the separation of powers always represented a central role (Kelsen 1923 (Kelsen -1924 Eisenmann 1933: 163-192) . The rise of the constitutional state, submitting to the rule of law and the representative system, was based on the idea of freedom and intended to impose limits to political power -historically conferred to the king or ruler -, dividing it and reducing its intervention in citizens' day-today life.
The constitutional monarchy was initially characterised, in England, by two centres of power: King and Parliament, who shared the acting of the sovereign power. The head of state was entitled to executive power and participated in the legislative function, limited to a certain number of acts, such as the king's sanction.
With the beginning of parliamentary forms of government, the king and the cabinet (or government) started to share executive power, with the king, in the first phase, as the head of the government. Meanwhile, the evolution of the parliamentary system attributed more political affirmation to Parliament, which recognized the place of cabinets with parliamentary majorities as holders of executive power par excellence. Consequently, the head of state became relegated to a mere role of indirizzo in a political system composed of the main triplet of Electorate-Parliament-Cabinet, based on a majority rule (Bin and Pitruzzella 2015: 145-148) . In respect of the rights of the king, Bagehot would respond with the following well-known, and still frequently quoted description:
"the sovereign has, under a constitutional monarchy such as ours, three rights -the right to be consulted, the right to encourage, the right to warn. And a king of great sense and sagacity would want E -99 no others. He would find that his having no others would enable him to use these with singular effect" (Bagehot 1873: 85) .
Therefore, the office of the head of state in parliamentary systems has seen its space in the constitutional framework significantly reduced to that idea presented by Bagehot (Roberts 2009: 13-17) .
After the Germanic experience of the Constitution of the Weimar Republic (1919) (1920) (1921) (1922) (1923) (1924) (1925) (1926) (1927) (1928) (1929) (1930) (1931) (1932) (1933) , the head of state in parliamentary systems started to be regarded as a "guardian of the constitution" -an expression introduced by Carl Schmitt (1931) -, positioned over pluralism and the different party perspectives in the political debate, as well as safeguarding the political unity of the state. However, according to the Weimar Constitution, the head of state had autonomous legitimacy and incisive powers, once he was directly elected by the electorate, having competence to appoint governments (even without support from the Parliament), to dissolve the Parliament and "emergency powers" to suspend the constitutional guarantees of rights. Therefore, the head of state could be an extremely relevant governing structure in times of crisis (Bin and Pitruzzella 2015: 270-272) .
At this point, the French Gaullist conception of the head of state should also be mentioned, as it is, at least in part, related to the German precedent under Weimar. In fact, the 5 th Republic in France (with the Constitution of 1958) was primarily intended to limit and rationalise the parliamentarianism of previous republics. However, it went through a metamorphosis with the strong personality of General de Gaulle, the Algerian crisis and the controversial constitutional amendment of 1962 (allegedly breaching articles 11 and 89), resulting in a referendum, which approved de Gaulle's intention that the president should be directly elected by the citizens. And since then, only in two brief periods (1986-1988 and 1993-1995) of "cohabitation" of the president and a government from a different party, has the Constitution of the 5 th Republic been applied à la lettre (Duverger 1986: 7) .
As a matter of fact, although the Weimar Constitution and the Gaullist conception have hardly influenced the constitutionalism of the states in Northern America, they are essential to understand parliamentary, presidential and semi presidential realities and their repercussions in other constitutional experiences, namely in regard of the competences of heads of state in Canada and the United States, which is the subject of this article. (Craig 1990: 317-365) .
The main idea of American republicanism was to sacrifice the individual benefits for the public and general good IV of society (or the republic), as Woods' words point out:
"Since everyone in the community was linked organically to everyone else, what was good for the whole community was ultimately good for all the parts. The people were in fact a single organic piece (…) with a unitary concern that was the only legitimate objective of governmental policy. This common interest was not, as we might today think of it, simply the sum of consensus of the particular interests that made up the community. It was rather an entity in itself, prior to and distinct from the various private" (Wood 1969: 58) Accordingly, the Constitution of the United States of America had to be framed by Republican ideals. Its structural provisions, the separation of powers and the checks and balances were intended to prevent the factional political officials from potentially legislating against the public good. As Sunstein states:
"In important respects, the departure from traditional republicanism could not have been greater.
Madison willingly abandoned the classical republican understanding that citizens should participate directly in the process of government. Far from being a threat to freedom, a large republic would help to guarantee it. At the same time, Madison's understanding was sharply distinct from that of the modern pluralists. He hoped that national representatives operating above the fray, would be able to disentangle themselves from local pressures and deliberate on and bring about something like an objective public good. Those representatives would have the virtue associated with classical republican citizens" (Sunstein 1985: 42) .
And probably it is as a result of this interpretation that the provisions, set by the Founding Fathers of the United States, and evolving since then, which regulate the process of election of the head of state, are characterised by a considerable complexity, discussed below. As a matter of fact, this complexity could be understood as a constitutional means to ensure that the elected official is a credible or trustworthy citizen for governing a public office of the Federation. Though this question has been raised recently by opinion makers in regards of the more radical positions adopted by Donald J. Trump's administration.
The Constitution and the office of President of the United States
Before the approval of the Constitution of 1787, other relevant statements should be emphasised as part of the constitutional law of the United States of America. From the Covenants and other legal instruments dating from the colonial era, V to the Declaration of Independence, the Virginia Declaration of Rights and the declarations of the other first states, the principles, values and symbols provided by these texts assume extensive importance for those who are willing to know more about constitutional law in that country. 
E -102
It should be also stressed that the twenty-seven amendments to the original Constitution (of the original seven long articles), which were approved from 1791 until 1992, have the same legal force and represent special relevance, namely in respect of fundamental rights (Miranda 2014: 147) . In addition, the Constitutional Law of the United States also includes customary law (not as much as in the United Kingdom, but still relevant) and the constitutions of the fifty federate states (officially forty-six states and four commonwealths, which are Kentucky, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Virginia). However, all of the functions executed by the "President of the United States in
Congress Assembled", as he was known, were under the direct control of Congress. As a result, he only performed minor ceremonial duties and often signed documents on behalf of the Congress as a whole.
The presidency of those days is perhaps best compared to someone who could occasionally represent, and speak for, the organization in a public, official capacity, but was not a very important or powerful figure in day-to-day decision making.
The Articles of Confederation were replaced by a new constitution, which created a strong, executive presidency (amongst other innovations). George Washington, who had been Commander-in-Chief of the Continental Army between 1775-1783, assumed office in 1789 as the first full-fledged "President of the United States", a title only used informally until then.
Curiously, it should be also accentuated at this point that the Articles of Confederation foresaw the interesting following provision regarding the possible will of Canada (as the British-held "Province of Quebec" was already known) to enter the confederation:
"Canada acceding to this confederation, and adjoining in the measures of the United States, shall be admitted into, and entitled to all the advantages of this Union; but no other colony shall be admitted into the same, unless such admission be agreed to by nine States" (article XI). As a matter of fact, the American system of a separation of powers implies not only the acts which are naturally inherent to the functions of such organs (faculté de statuer), but also the possibility of interfering in acts of other organs (faculté d'empêcher). That embodies the mechanism which has been named of "checks and balances" (Manin 1994: 257-293; Carey 2009: 121-165) .
The President of the United States is, therefore, elected for a mandate of four years, "and, together with the Vice-President chosen for the same Term" (Article II, Section 1), X formally through an electoral college; although nowadays it could be said that (due to the intervention of modern political parties and the imperative mandate of presidential electors) it is nearly a direct suffrage (Miranda 2014: 160) . Still, the election rules vary from state to state. 
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As foreseen in the mentioned article and section, another the power of the President is to fill up all vacancies that may happen during the recess of the Senate, by granting commissions which shall expire at the end of their next session. And, moreover, the Sec. 3 of that article sets that the President shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the State of the Union, and recommend to their consideration such measures as he shall judge necessary and expedient. On extraordinary occasions, he has powers to convene both houses, or either of them, and in case of disagreement between them, with respect to the time of adjournment, he may adjourn them to such time as he shall think proper.
Article II, Sec. 3 also enshrines the power of the President to receive ambassadors and other public ministers, as well as to take care that the laws are faithfully executed, and to commission all the officers of the United States.
Turning now to the lack of legislative powers of the President, the truth is that, being the sole authority over the executive branch, the holder of the office controls a vast array of agencies that can issue regulations with little oversight from Congress. Examples of those federal departments, entities and agencies are the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, the Food and Drug Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency.
And the truth is that "contemporary political science is catching up with the rising importance of presidential unilateralism" (Ackerman 2010: 198) . Although the increasing centrality of the role of the head of state had appeared well before, the presidential terms of George W. Bush and Barack Obama XVI have actually consolidated a trend of a strong pragmatic growth of presidential powers, facing the Congress and judicial power (de Vergottini 2013: 687), which is currently being assessed by public opinion makers with the promises of Donald J. Trump.
However, and apart from these increasing powers, the Constitution foresees that the Consequently, presidential privilege and immunity is not mentioned explicitly in the Constitution. Nonetheless, the Supreme Court of the United States ruled it to be an element of the separation of powers doctrine, and/or derived from the supremacy of executive branch in its own area of constitutional activity.
On this matter, Chief Justice Warren E. Burger, writing for the majority in US v. Nixon, 
The Constitution Act, the Sovereign and the Governor General
Today Canada is composed of ten provinces XXV and three territories XXVI and, in respect of constitutional powers, all executive authority is understood to derive from the Sovereign, who is Canada's formal head of state.
The state is, consequently, embodied in the Sovereign: every Canadian Member of Parliament is required to swear allegiance to the Queen. According to Article 30, the resignation of senators is made by writing and addressed to the Governor General. And power to appoint a Senator to be Speaker of the Senate, and remove him and appoint another in his stead, is enshrined in the Governor General, by Article 34.
On the subject of the proceedings related to the lower house (House of Commons), Article 50 foresees the competence of dissolution by the Governor General, during the five years' legislature of that constitutional organ. Additionally, in cases of money votes in that chamber, Article 54 determines that any vote, resolution, address, or bill for the appropriation of any part of the public revenue, or of any tax or impost, must be first recommended by the Governor General in the session in which such vote is proposed.
Concerning the "royal assent" by the executive power in Canada, a bill passed by the Houses of the Parliament shall be presented to the Governor General for the Queen's Assent, he shall declare, according to his discretion (subject to the Constitution Act and the Queen's instructions), either that he assents thereto in the Queen's Name, or that he withholds the Queen's Assent, or even that he reserves the bill "for the Signification of the Queen's Pleasure" (Article 55).
However, if the Governor General assents to a bill in the Queen's Name, he shall "by the first convenient Opportunity" send it to one of the Queen's principal Secretaries of In terms of the judicature, the Governor General also plays an extremely relevant role, since he has powers to appoint the judges of all (Superior, District, and County) courts in each province, except those of the courts of probate in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick However, the usual proceedings have established that it is the Government that decides whether to ratify the Treaty or to introduce legislation to bring the treaty into force, after obtaining the authorisation to ratify the treaty by the Governor in Council. In respect of the office of Governor General, reference should be made to the extremely difficult movement of trying to take distance from Westminster rule, which reached an important moment in 1952, when Charles Vincent Massey, the first Canadianborn Governor General, was appointed. After him, a constitutional convention of alternating between anglophone and francophone Canadians was instituted with the appointment of Georges-Philéas Vanier -a Quebecer who was the first francophone Governor General. It is also worth mentioning that the practice of appointing Canadianborn citizens was broken in 1999, when Adrienne Clarkson, a Hong Kong-born refugee to Canada, was appointed the 26 th Governor General.
The "Unwritten Constitution" and the Prime Minister's role
As far as constitutional conventions are concerned, large parts of Canada's Constitution are unwritten; a critical part of the unwritten constitutional rules is "constitutional principles", these derive from several related sources.
They are inherent in Canada's "basic constitutional structure" XXXIII or "implicit in the very nature of a Constitution." XXXIV Constitutional principles are constitutional imperatives and they are beyond the powers of Canadian legislatures to override. XXXV One element of Canada's unwritten Constitution consists of "usages, practices, customs and conventions."
The "rules of responsible government" are of this character. These regulate the relations between the Crown, the Prime Minister, the Cabinet and the two Houses of Parliament.
In fact, the Constitution Act did not provide for a Prime Minister, so constitutional tradition has defined this position in Canada. Here, the position of the Prime Minister represents the connection between the Governor General and the rest of the political and administrative branches of the government. In a nutshell, these presented cases demonstrate that even institutional figures that most of the times appear to play a shy role or political position in constitutional frameworks may act at any moment, depending on importance of the political moments (normally in constitutional crises). If the powers exist, if they were constitutionally foreseen, the public official is entitled to exercise them.
Actual differences and similarities of heads of state's status

A general constitutional comparison
To comparing the constitutional systems of the United States and Canada is to evaluate two absolutely different forms of government. In fact, the "presidential-congressional system" (Forsey 2005: 24) in the United States was created in order to individualize a form of government in which the classical principle of separation of powers would be applied in a rigid way having, on the one hand, the legislative power dedicated to the law-making processes and, on the other hand, the executive branch committed to the activity of government (or administration).
The President of the United States appeared to be a pure Republican head of state, chosen on a national basis and only entitled to executive powers. There is an effective 
The example of environmental issues
In a world where political actors are more and more concerned about the risks and dangers of climate change, and in promoting sustainable development, at local and global level, it would be relevant to examine the powers of heads of state in both countries in respect of environmental issues and the protection of natural resources.
At this point, the Paris Agreement, within the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) dealing with greenhouse gas emissions mitigation, adaptation and finance starting in the year 2020, should be mentioned as a paramount theme. Particularly, after the last announcement by President Donald J. Trump that the United States will withdraw from the Paris Climate Accord.
As discussed, And that is an imperative conduct that should be borne in mind by all politicians who exercise public functions in a constitutional system, no matter if they are heads of state, heads of government, parliamentarians or even local public officers.
Conclusions
In conclusion, after the enquiry described on the previous pages, it should be emphasised that when analysing the constitutional systems of Northern America, namely regarding the powers of the heads of state, the United States consists of a federal republic, with a "presidential-congressional" system, influenced by the principle of the separation of powers and tempered by a "checks and balances" structure. Instead, Canadian constitutional system is characterized by a monarchy, which was influenced by the British experience of a "parliamentary-cabinet" government.
The President of the United States is elected by universal suffrage, though indirect because of the existence of an electoral college, while in Canada it is the Queen who appoints a Governor General to represent her and act on her behalf.
The administration in the United States is led by the President, who is chief of the executive branch. The Queen of Canada is represented by the Governor General, who appoints a Privy Council, and among its members, a Prime Minister, who is an elected deputy from the House of Commons, and a Cabinet to perform the executive powers.
As a matter of fact, both are vested with executive powers, but the Queen and the Governor General of Canada are only, in practice, formally tenants of that power, once the de facto executive branch is exercised by the Prime Minister and his Cabinet. This means that the Constitution Act of Canada expressly foresees more de jure executive powers for the head of state than it is executed in the day-to-day political practice.
Curiously, both heads of state are entitled to appoint judges of the Supreme Court (and in Canada, even more than that), which, in fact, suggests doubts about the actual force of the principle of separation of powers (Ervin 1970: 108-127 This leads to the basic American concept: the state must neither support nor favor any one religious denomination. (…) But at the same time the state must always sponsor, protect, and favor religious life in general. The United States is indeed a "secular" state as far as any one denomination is concerned. But it is at the same time a "religious" commonwealth as concerns the general belief in the necessity of a truly religious basis of citizenship" (Maritain 1958: 180-181) . IV Better known later as welfare since the presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt. V The English law was not absolutely repealed after the American Revolution. It must be noted that a Virginia law of 1776 declared that "the common law of England, all statutes or acts of Parliament made in aid of the common law prior to the fourth year of the reign of King James the first, and which are of general nature, not local to that kingdom (…) shall be considered as in full force, until the same shall be altered by the legislative power (…  Articles I, II, and III: separation of powers → the federal government is divided into three branches: -Legislative (bicameral Congress); -Executive (President); and -Judicial (Supreme Court and other federal courts).  Articles IV, V and VI: federalism, rights and responsibilities of state governments and of the states in relationship to the federal government.  Article VII: procedure used by the (at that time) thirteen States to ratify it.  Further Amendments to the original text. X According to Article I, Sec. 3, the Vice-President of the United States shall be President of the Senate, but with no vote, unless they be equally divided. And a President pro tempore shall be elected in the absence of the Vice President, or when he exercises the office of President of the United States. XI Full results are available on the webpage of the Federal Election Commission: http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/2000presgeresults.htm. XII Final results of the last election are also available on the webpage of the Federal Election Commission: https://transition.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2016/2016presgeresults.pdf. XIII This requirement of a two thirds majority denotes the presidential character of the American system, once a shorter majority would imply the conversion of that system to a parliamentary one. XIV The "legislative veto", or a reserve of approval of actions and decisions adopted in the use of authorizations conferred to the President, was also a practice of collaboration and accountability, for 50 years. However, it was declared as unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in 1983 . See Rouban 1984 : 949-970 and Nuno Piçarra 1990 . XV Though the provision only foresaw at that time the army and the navy, air force must be also included in the competences of Commander-in-chief. XVI Barack Obama was the last President of the United States, until January 2017, before Donald J. Trump. XVII On the topic of the list of twenty-seven Amendments to the Constitution, the ones which may assume a particular relevance in the issue of the competences of the head of state are the following:
 XII Amendment: presidential election procedures, regarding vote of the electors;  XVII Amendment: direct election of United States Senators by popular vote;  XX Amendment: date on which the terms of the President and Vice President (January 20) and Senators and Representatives (January 3) end and begin;
